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2 Teachers Interactions with Reading Groups of
.Differing Ability Levels »

N -

-

L - In the early grades, reading instruction and practice are usually"

provided in small abil{ty:based groups (Austin & Morrison, 1963). The
theory behind such homogeneous grouping is that teachers will be able to®

provide more individualized instruction if the range in ability level is

v

restricted. That is, students whd}are reh@ian&u a higher.levél will

n;ed more difficult material and different kigds of instfuption than
stuaents‘whorére r;;ding on a lowerulqvbl. By gro;ping §t;dents,
teachers’ can better meet the diffefeﬁp;needs.of all th%ir student;.
ﬁ/»Giveh then, tha€4fe?ding is primagzly tgught in ability—based.
rggqing groups and that reading is one of the most important basic
skills, the funcqioning:3§ reading groups dithin the classroom is an’

impdrtant area for research. However, few researchers have attempted to

t - .

study, by direct observation, processes occurring- duringfreading group

~\ . h . . -
instruction. Weinstein (1976) studied the formation of reading groups,

their stability across the sghdol year, and student—teacher interactions

cccurring within the groups. She found that after the first month .of .
. . - . N——r?" - .

school, reading group membership tended to stabilize, particularly for

2

-high and >low ability-based reading groupé; Kfthough Weiqs{eig\had a

very small sample (three classes edch containing three reading groups)

she also found different patterns of student-teacher interactions for
L ]

.

high, middie, and 1ow achieving réading groups. Other research,

>

@ -

particularly teacher expectations research, has shown that teachers tend

to respond differently® to high and low achieving students. Brophy and

A}

Good (1970) found that teachers treated,students they designated as high



) - - . ~ :
' N ] . " -t

and low-achievers differently, even when there was very little actual
. Y ' ‘

o«

'c I3 . ’ N
difference in achievement among students.

-

\.' Consequent}y;'it seems regsonable to expegd teachers to respond

T

différentiy to their low and high achieviqgh::ading éroﬂps. This is the

u first question.which will be addressed in the current study.

{ s N -
- . ] . . ) . .-
Two rclated questions concern whether the teacher's behaviors have

an effect on group meag~achievement and if "so, is that effect similar
. . -y o

for both high.ané low achieving reading grbups. In other words, is it

L] .

b . ! . : .
necessary for the teacher to treat these groups differently in order to

N

{mize achievement gains? Conceivably,%&each&r behaviors such as

P aise may be ineffectual in promo ng the achievement of high ability
reading gfoups but may be very effective in promoting the achievement of
- ) . c’ .\ .
low ability groups. . ) : o i : .

The present §thdy further analyzes data that were collectdd in the
: ' - v

1

First-grade Reading Grouﬁ Study (Anderson, Evertson: & Brophy, 1979).

Data were collected on teacher's interactions with individual students

while thése students participated in reading groups witHin intact
classrooms. .Reading g;oup meang were ﬁbe unit of analysis and these
group means were analyzed within classes. Aqaiyzing within classes

avoids the pfoblemfof nonindeﬁe;§2nce.that would artse if group means

*+ yere pooled across classes (see Glendening and Porter,” Note 1). Three

=

ques%ions will != addressed: .
B . .

L. Do teachers treat differing ability reading groups within their

class differently? ‘ . - . \\

~.

2. Do teacher behaviors affect mean group achievement? and

3. If teacher behaviors do affect mean achievément, is that effiect

: Yl

si?ilar for both high and low achieving reading groups?

-N

(S : | | :“. 4
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Method
Oyérview ’
The First-grade Re;ding Group Study was an experimental study thét
tested the éffectiveness of a model coﬁtainihg 22 printiples of small

group instruct{op. Ten treatment teachers agreed to apply the model

b .
’

when teaching their reading groups. Ten conthLAEA%chers were not given'
. Ty ' )

the instructional principles. All 20 teachers .were observed teaching

reading groups throughout the' year.

~The'Metropolitan Readiness Test was given at the beginning of the
A R .

.school -vear. A Total Readiness score was computed from six subscale
<

scores and was used im all analyses as th'e pretest measure. The reading

"subtests of. the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Level I, were given at
. o . ]

the end of the year. Two subtests were.used to create a Total Reading _>

’ Al

score, which was the post—~test.measure of student achievement in all

analyse’s reported here.

Classroom observations were recorded with a low-inference coding

system developed specifically for the study. Only data describing
' i ° —
academic jinteractions with individual students, initiated by the teacher
. . o

°

during reading group instruction, are reported in this paper.
The methodology and results of the study are ¢ompletely described
{

in Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (Note 2J.

'

ubjects-

Data were collected on 20 teachers in six middle-SES schools
serving a predoﬁinantly'white population in an urban district in the '

Southwest. The original sample of 20 teachers was reduced in order to

. IS
»

obtain a consistent set of data for the analyses presented in this

Kind

Paper. It was necessary td have a data set that contained obsérvation.

< . ' ~ L o .
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scores recorded for studedts wkile they'participated in singfe reading
. ’ N K]

v

groups within single intact cLaserpms thréughout the year. However,
there was student mcbility between groups, some students had incomplete
data, ard some teachers formed .new groups that existed for only 2 few

observations. Hence, fthe results.presedted in this investigation are
. » . ‘ e
- based on a subse. f the original sample. Students with incomplete test
/ . : .
data werefmot-considered. Reading groups that were observed less than

. v
.

~ . l' -
six times or contained less than four students were eliminated from

4

analysis.

% Most teacher's indicated that they formcd‘theirvreading graups on

-

4. the basis of the Metropolitan Reading Readiness scores,. so that students

q

 withig readings groups were relatively homogeneous with respect to

. '

ability level. However, because teachers formed reading groups on the
. [ N

- basis.of ability, reading groups within a class were heterogenecus with

respect to ability level—;there was generally a high, a middle, and a

low-ability group in each class. Classes which contained only low or

high reading groups (due to team, teaching) or classes with less than

¥
E

g three'feading groups were dropped from.the study. The end result was a
e ) . . : . oo -
set of data in which every student participated in a single reading
grouplwithin a single classroom for the five months of the qbservafionh
The original data set consisted of 20 classes’ 67 reading groups,
- © -
and 540 students. This final data set consisted of l4 classes, 39
reading groups, and 277 students. Of the l4.classes) eight were
treatment classes and six were control classes. The number of reading -
. . ‘Q/\ . .
groups in each class varied from two to four*with a mean of 2.7 groups

o~ . . N N .'. - C .
per ciass. The number of students in each reading group varied from

four to 13 with a mean of seven students per group. Average prefﬁyﬁq\
- 3 : Fi ) .

.
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scores un the Metropolitan Reading Readiness, Test for the reading groups
ranged from 38 to 96 with a mean of 66 and a standard deviation of l4.

_Dat;\bollecfion ’ .

. " - ’\.
Four observers:were trained to use the observational coding

system. ~Every observer coded with every other observer until 80%
. * - . ) i

‘agreement was reached on each major section of the coding system. . After
this time, observers worked alone. Each of the 20 teachers was seen by
two observers ‘who alternated visits to classrooms, beginning in November

and continuing about once a week through April, so ‘that each class was '~
’ . W

observed 15 to 20 times during the year.

-

Dependent Variables

L3

The behavioral variables reported here were-chosen because they
. 3 }e . .
represented the four major component: »f an academic interaction between

the teacher end an individual student: selegtion of student,
questioning by the teaéher, the student's answer, and the teacher's
. N R } .o

response to the answer. J A

These behavioral Yariables,.withzthe exception of one rate variable

(total response opportunities per minute), were expressed as propor-
. s . "
tions. ,Tc create these proportions, occurrernces of each behavior were

totaled for all observations. Thuse total occurrences for égch behavior
. ‘ ;-
were then compared to the maximum possible occurrences of the;behavior.

\\Epr example, the, number of correct answers was compared -to the total

v -
~

number of answers to give the proportion of all answers that were

correct. These proportion variables are listed in Table | and again in
- < ”
Table 2. .o

Several additional grdup level variables were>investigated in this

study. One set of variables involved the average amount of response

/

s

" | - O { p
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opportunity time in each. of the following'contexts: slow-paced

~

. ) !
questioning and answering without individual materials; activities

§

involving workbook or wofksheet; fast-paced drill; reading of new

material from the basal textbooks; and rereading of matergal al'ready

covered in -the basal tﬁftbooks. A second set of Variables concerned’
. , . , o
ratings of reading groups completed by observer§ at the end of .the
/ . B .

school year. These ratings included: ' general level of group attention;
® . : .

- \
level of readiug group demands; enthusiasm-of students; teacher

’ .

determination to follow through when necessary; teacher enjoyment of"

bl -

reading group; and aversage kﬁdgth of reading turn. Finally: réading

group level attained at the end of the school yea; and\ﬁverage refading

group size. were invéstigated.

.Data Analysesf

The first set of analyses was designed to determiae whether

teachers resﬁonded~to the various r2ading’ groups within their clasaés

differently. To investigate this ‘question, two regrgssion models were

evaluated for each of,éhe variables described above. In each mede’,

» -

reading group mezas were the unit of analysis and binary' vectors

dénoting class membership were included sc that, in- effect, reading’
: - .

group means were analyzed.within classes. The mouels are presented

below: o ‘ .
o

l. VAR = PRE + C1 + . "‘.+'015‘+ E

2. VAR:C|1+"‘+.015+E . . '
where:

VAR = group mean on the dépendent variable;
// . .

PRE = group mean on the reading readiness test

'f;

-
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: Cl + . . .+ C)5 = binary,vectors denoting class \

-

.
v

membership; and
E = error vector.

The__g2 for Model 1 was compared to the 5? for Model 2. A °

significanthdrop_inlﬁg indicated that the group mean on the pretest
was contributing significantly to:the prediction of the behavior. In

Co s o ) . ' .
Other words, within classes,”the teacher was responding to higher

achieving read“ng groups differently fror lower achieving groups. These

two model comparisons were repeated for each of the 38 variahles.

VW

‘o
Only the behavioral variables were used in the second set of

analyses. These analyses were designed to determine: 1) whether the
@ ‘ ! C
t .
group mean on the bepavioral variable was related to group mean

achievement, and 2) whether the effect of the behavior on achievement

depended on the ability level of the-reading group. Three regression
models were evaluated for each of the 25 behavior variables. In all’

o . e . . o .
models the unit of analysis was reading groups. "Binary vectors denoting

class membership. were included so that, in effect, reading group means

-

 were analyzed within classes. The models are shown below in abbreviated

¢
'

A}

notation:

PRE .+ BH + PREXBH + G| + . . . + Cjg + E

3. ACH

4. ACH = PRE + BH +.Cp + . . .+ Cjg+ 3 ,,

PRE + c, .. .+ Ci5 + E ; .

where: E .

Rl

ACH = reading group mean on achievement;

PRE '= reading group mean con reading readin~ss;

'BH = reading group mean on the behavior variable;
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PRE*BH = interaction of group mean on reading readiness with group

’

mean on the behavior variable; : ' . §

Cp +. ..+ Cg = binary vectops'denoting class

membership; and
‘ . R i : [ '
E = error vector :

B? was computed fpr the full model (Model 3) and compared to__}_l_2
for the model without . the interaction of pretest add behavior variable

(Model” 4)., .A significant drop 1n.32 indicatdd that the behavior

variable had different effects on achievement depending on the average

:

pretest level of the feadiﬁg group.

e

- _52 for Model 4 was compared yith_gz for Model 5 in which the .

behavior vafiable had been QeleteE. A significant drpp in 52 .
indicated(éhét the behavior term was significantly adding to the

prediction of achievement, i.e.,“thé'behavior was related to group mean

-

achievement.

Results

. Results from the first set o{'anéfyses are presented in Table 1.

,

e —

In these analyses, the various Behavioral, rating, and time measures

N

were predicted within classes by mean reading group pretest scores.

Thus, it was povsible t- determine whether reading groups with higher
)

pretest scyres within a class were seen as differing on these measures
»
from reading grouns with lower pretest scores. .

Of the, 25 classroom behaviors, seven were significantly related to
. L] '
pretest scores. Higher achiev%ng reading groups within a class received

.

more ordered selections and fewer preselections, donvolunteer
selections, and volunteer selections than lower achieving reading
o 3 - : M

groups. . .

*
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Ordered selection may be a method teachers use to control overeager

.

spudenﬁs }n higher achieving reading groups. Many of these students age
probably capable_of aﬁsweriné the teachers' questions and the'feacher

may thué‘ﬁse,ordered selections -to engufg that all stpdents get ‘a chance
to respond; .A different "situation may‘exist in lpwer dchieving reading

groups. In these groups, students are less likely to know the correct

answer and hence, the teacher may resort to calling on volunteers when

possible. Also nonvolunteer selection and presélection may be metheds

» g

the teacher can Gsé to ensure’that students are attending to the lesson

and participating -- both problems that &r' more likely to occur in
. , ,
lower achieving reading groups. . . .

As would be expected, higher achieving reading groups answered more

questions correctly and lower achieving readidg groups answered fewer
N ’
questions correctly. M o~ . . '

.Finally, lower achieving reading groups received more praise than
higher ach1ev1ng reading group5\w1th1n the same class. This finding.
agrees WLEh that of Brophy and cosd (1974) who also -found that teachers

tended to praise lower achieving students more than higher achieving

students. Perhgps, teachers praise lower achieving reading groups more

than hjgher achieving groups to try to encourage the lower achievers.
The ab§eﬁce of significant relationships for the remaining feedback
s .
variables is important as it suggests that teachers treat reading groups

similarly with respect to feedback to incorrect answers. That is, there

is no evidence to indicate that teachers p.ovide more (or less)
) ) ,

criticism, terminating feedback (providing the student with the corre:t,

s

answer), or sustaining feedback (repeating the question, allowing more

a
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time, or giving clues to simplify the questiou) to incorrect aaswers for
lower achieving readihg groups than higher g;hieving RrOUpSs.
: > N

Results frof the response opportunitv time analyses indicated that

K o

. . & . . .
-higher level reading groups speat more time reading new material than

lower level readihg groups. This makcs seusg as higher level groups

{
probably ‘grasp material faster and ¢re able to move to new material more

w

. . , .
h rapidly thpn lower achieving “groups. Higher achievin@>reading groups

also had more total response oppothnlty time than loer nchlevxng

groups. Thzs is a rather surprising finding as at, 1nd1cates that’
, .
teachers' are 5pending less time with their lower achieving groups.

although these are the groups that most need additional help and
practice with reading skills, This might be expllcabl if the lower

A
achieving groups were smaller, therefore decreasing the amount of time |

needed to give all students an opportunity to participate. However,

group si?é\was not related to ability level.
The observer ratings of reading_groups yielded three significant
relationships with average group ability. .Level of group attention was

positively related to ability level, indicating .that higher ability

.groups were more at;entiVe'than lower ability'grOups.‘.This is probably

reasonable as students in higher ability groups are‘génerélly more

mature~and able to focus on activities for a longer period of rime rhan

students in iower ability groups. Level of reading group demand was

bl ¥

‘positively related to ability level, indicating that the ‘higher ability

groups were reading more difficult material and were required to do mor.

difficult tasks than }owé}-ability groups. Finally, length of reading

turn was positively relatedA{;'ability level, indiéating that higher

'abifity groups -had longer reading turns. Apparently, the te sachgr is not

-
-

.\ | ® ) Q- . W12 v ) - "/{;_/\
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.oidly spending more time with highef’bbility groups; but is also allowing B

students in these groups to read for longer periods of time. It is

interesting to note that observers did-not think that teachers enjoyed

" their high ability groupglmoré ‘than their low ability gre: - and also
H R . - » -~ ’
perceived no difference in enthusiasm of tudents.

. . . ) ~ . . “
- Results from the second set of analyses are ‘presented in Table 2.

—

These analyses examinéd differernces between r:ading groups within

-
-

classes to determine if differential teacher treatment of the groups was
. . i ‘ ) - *
related to di Yent adjusted achievement. There were only four
-~ , : . . , . ‘ .

* .significant fiain effects, i.e.,.group means on the teacher behavior that

were significantly related’ to qﬁfﬁsted achievement. Nonvolunteer \\\
e ‘_ “ . ! ’ ) . -
s¢lection was negatively related to adjusted achievement, that is, .
[ e ) . : - . j\ . ' ! < ‘
. groups "in which the teacher selected students more often by calling on
, . S . : v

nonvolunteers in ‘a random fashion had lowdr achievement. = This variable

may represent somethinghabout the eagerness ®f group members to

..

participate,'or the attention level 3f students in the group. Teachers,
\ stud
often use this selection technique when students do not volunteer, when

‘.there is no consistent pattern for/Ealfing on students equally, or when

-

they need to bring a gtudent back to attention. If these conditions
existed in one group more than another within 4 class, and if they ledj\

to higher rates of nonvolunteer s%lection, then it is reasonable that
the variable would be associated with lower achievement.

. Three other main effects wefg*foundf Higher achievement was
. g er e '

A - . ' S~

related.to 1) Eigher proportions of pofredt ~nswers, 2) fewer failuées

. to respond, and 3) lower rates é& giving the answer to a student after
; 5 : : T
he failed to respond: ' Thére was one significant. interactidn-with
Co. . ' { ~—

“entering ébility.for the use of a clue (usually through simpler \\\\\\jii\\\\\

ERIC | S
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questiops) following incorréct answers. Within a class, reading groups

with higher achievement ténded to perform better when provided with a

clue follbwing an incorrect*response than reading groups with lower

achievement. Perhaps highér achieving students are better able to
reason out the correct answer, as they are generally more skiiled

academically than lower "achieving stydents.. If this is true, then one

would expect similar results for reading groups composed of higher
achieving students than those composed of lower achieving studenq?.

In summary, these results suggest that reading groups within a

class in which more students had higher proportions of successful
’ L

interactions, and in which the teacher showed a greater tendency te,

sustain interactions, had greater achievement.
Conclusions
One of .the first tasks for any teacher in the classroom is to

attain stuc 2nt cooperatﬂah. As Doyle (1979; Note 3) has stated:

_"Lf a large number of students§do not cooperate in the :
activity, the public evidenc!is available' to all students
present that the teacher lackg classroom management skills, a
condition that has serious conseque.ces for cooperation in the
future...if covperation is not achieved misbehavior increases and
cooperation can be lost completely. (p. 31)

Doyle ‘continies by claiming that one way to reduce the demands of

achieving cooperation is toc "adjust both task demand and activities to

-

accommodate to the ability level and inclination to cooperate that

characterize a particular classroom group" (p. 31).
" The results obtained in this study provide some support for-this

notion that one ofgthe teachers' primary goals to is attain student
- / . )

cooperation and that this goal may be acc0mpiished by adjusting task

demands. As mentioned prev@busly, teachers used more nonvolunteer

»”

~

i&
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selection, presglestion, and velunteer selection ia lower ability
- Al

reading groups thdan in higher ability groups. ZwGreater use of voluntecer
sélection.sugg:sts that teachers may be trying (.o ~provide successful
learning ex’periences for these students; 1t is unlikely that_ students

. N " . ™ . oo
will volunteer to answer a question 1f*they sre not fairly conf: ent
that they know the correct -answer. Also, as mentioned previo. "'y,
nonvolunteer selection-and preselection may be technique- teachers use-

to draw 1nattentive'’'students back to the lesson and/or ensure that all

students participate.

Thé'USe of these types of selection techniques, combined with the
fact that observers rated lerr achieving reading grours as having lower
attention laovels, suggeéts that getting and keeping student attention
may ﬁc one of tle main problems thét teachers  face when dealiﬁg with
1§wer ability reading groups. In light of this interprétaticn, the -
shorter reading group sessidns for the lower ability groups appear more
reasonable;. by kéeping sessions short, the teacher has a better chance
of keeping students engaged in the activity.

Although students 1in lower ability readiné groups were reading on a
lower level aﬁa answering more questions incorrectly than their peers in
higher“achieving reading groups, teachers praised the lower achieving
students more. The greater use of praisdfcould be interpreted as an
attempt by teachérs to encourégé.cooperation and continued responding

from these lower achieving students. It is also interesting to note

" that even with their greater number of mistakes, teachers were not mor:

1ikely'tp critidize lows or provide them with terminal feedback when |
. - »
they responded incorrectly than siudents in higher achieving groups.
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Observers also rated lower achieving groups as having éasier'tasks and
shorter reading turns than higher achieving readiné groups. -

B L .

Apparently, teachers were accommodating their behavior in many ways

to the ability 'levefl of the reading group. Such differential behavior

° 1

appears to be due to attempts'to encourage lower achieving groups and

-

elicit their cooperation. Without student covoperation it 1is obvious
that teachers' attempts to teach wculd be futile. .o <
. S
Only four of”the 25 behavior vﬁiiableé were related to mean

% ’ . . . . . .
achievement. This may be due to the small variance for reading group

'

means on the behavior variables within classes. 5 other words, as
indicated above, teacﬁgrs tended to treat reading groups within a class
.similarly with resy» . .o most behaviors and this reduced the likelihood

of detecting a relationship between behaviors and achievement even if

1

such a relationship did exist.
Similarly, the lack of interactions between pretest and beﬁaviof
may have been due to thé'smail variance wiEhin classes on the behaviors.
4 Even 1f there are behaviors‘that are more efféctive for highs than low;
and vice versa, it may not be possible to detect these interactions by

1Goking at reading groups within classes, because what is considered a

high group in one class may be-a low group in another. Consequently,
t \ f
interactions between pretest and behavior may.be obscured if the
- ‘
s interactions are due totvabsolute pretest levels and not relative prjetest
. f

N\

levels within classes. . y . ,

El{fC/J | ' S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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"Table 1

Prediction of Group Criterion Variables
Ji ) .
with Average Group Reading R¥adiness Scores

: - \ - Differences
Criterion Variable Mean! D in R D Beta

~ “‘1
Behavioral Variables | s )
: i
l. Total Response ; -
t . . \

\\\ opportunities per : ) .
minute JdU .12 .0004 ns -.0288

2. Teacher selection of . - . \

 students based on k\
ordered turns B .53 -.07 .0182 £.001 .1854‘\

3. Teacher selection of
-students prior to
asking a -question : .09 .02 0113 <.01

.12»,59

4, 'Teacher selection of
nonvolunteers ‘ : .18 .03 Q117 .02 ~. 1484

5. Teacher selection of ,
volunteers by o3 .0106 03 —.1419

6._;SEudent call ou;g.in NN
response to a :
C . teacher-question .06 .02 ©.0083 ns

L1254,

7. * Response opportunities
- that were reading S
a questions . .68 .06 - .0047 - " ns -.0943

8. TRe3ponse"opportuniti1‘es ) R :\
that were nonreading ' o \ ’ .
‘questions ‘ .30 .06 L0344 ' ns \ L0911 -

- 9. kesponse opportunities' . p ’ \ :
wjth correct answers 72 .6 ~ 0751 .03 - ..3764
. 10. Response opportunities . i
with incorrect - L : - :
answers . . .21 .05 1558  <.01 -.54%4

"LL. Response opportunities - . ‘\_ . ,
with don't know . o . . . '
answers . ’ . .01 ..ot .0000 : ns .~.0065

a
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'Table l-continued 7y

Differences

~

Criterion Variable Mean! SD in R B BetaZ
Behavioral Variables .
l2. Response opportunilies
with no response ,
answers : .12 .03 .0014 ns -.CLl4
13. Correct answers with , T
no feedback .08 )4 .0137 ns .- 1609
. l4. Correct answers with . -
. emphasis feedback .36 .07, L0013 . ns -.0502
15. Correct answers with
praise feedback .10 .05 .1708 001 -.5680
‘ g
l6. Correct answers with ”
new question - .
feedback * 197 .06 .0097 ns T .1350
. . .
17. Incorrect answers with : . o
criticism feedback .02 .02 0003 ns .0217
18. Incorrect answers with . ~ E °
e termina:jg feedback 50 .06 .0004 ns -.0278
19. ‘Total inceTrrect © e
answers with sus= s
%taining feedback < .46 - .06 .0059 ns .1050
20. Lngorrect‘angwers with . . ‘
give answypr feedback 35 .14 .0004 ns -.0287
\ |} _ g ! .
\21. Incorrect answers with o © T
\ “clue feedbacbg .24 l}“ .0006 ns .0343"
22. No response answers.
\ ‘with.give answer ‘
\ fgedback .33 .18 .001L1 ns -.0448
\ S R
23.\_No response answers B / C
. |- with clue feedback .30 .15 .0156 Jas 1712
\ . , ) - .
24. "Total incorrect, /
", answers with - @
 improviment 3400 12 0076, ns .1202
\
. 18 : B :
' <0 . £ 7

N
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_‘ . ~ Table l-cdntinued

. ) o Differences .
Criterion Variable Mean! sD . in RZ P . Bet a2

Behayioral Variables '

' 25, Total no response

"~ answers with :
i improvement . .33 .15 0174 ns . 1814

AT 26. Total response

opportunity time 24.87 5.17 L0518 ° -.03 3142
’ : ’ -
Response Opportunity Time .
. - \
27.- Slow-paced question-—
. and answerfing with-
5 .. out individual : :
o materials 6.28  4.79 .0025 as ¢ ,0686
. . . . N . . 2 ‘ L ’
28, Workbook or worksheet )
v activities . 7373 4.92 {0033 ns ~.0793
79. TFast-paced drill -~ .73 102 L0242 ns ~.2150
30. Reading of new . .
material - | ‘ 9011 B.03 L1133 .0l L4651
31. Rerea&ing of material . R
already covered 1.12 1.64 ;0062 , ns >/ .1090
Observer ‘Ratings of Groups
32. ~.Level”of group . ‘ '
attention 2.56 81~ 1079 . .02 4538
- e . . o . ‘ ~ v -
- 33. Reading group demands 2.09 - .80 1146 .01 L4675
.34. Enthusiasm of *students  2.29 .73 0126 °  ns 1548
’_ 35. Teacher determination ) ‘ h "
‘to follow through : -‘& R
> ~when necessary 2.32 .67 .0192 = ns 1914
36. Teacher enjoyment - . 2.06 .79 .0168 " ns .1796_
37. Length of reading turn - 2.05 .50 12154 <.0l - .6408"
) 19 R
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Table l-continued
: . ~Di. rences . _
,Criterign Variable Mean! sD if R2 D . Beta?
.Reading Crou&glnformation ‘
Variables U :
38. Reading group level
completed ‘at _
end-of-year S . 2.85 1.00 4240 <.00l -.8991
39. Size of reading group 8.03 2j2¥\ .0000 . . ns -.0069
'

IMeans were calculated for reading groups within each class and then
Standard deviations of reading group means were

avEFBged across classes.
also computed for each class and then these standard~deviations were
. ‘ : - ) N

i

averaged 7gfoss classes.
' 2Be(3 refers to the standard partial regression coefficient for the group
. mean on the prétest. This coefficient indipates how:many units the
criterion increases for every unit increase; in the pretest, with the effect
efficient- indicates
i

i

of class membership held constant. The sign on this co
the direction of the relationship.. ' =
. : »




Table 2

T

Prediction ¢f Group Achievement from Classroom Behaviors

o %// Difference in R’ © Difference inAR2 '
Behaviors Mean! P 80 Interaction ? Mcin Bffect ~ p - Betéiu
§ )
+ Total response .
opportunities per . , !
N mincte A B b/ 047 s . L0004 ns . -.0001
/ : | " ' §
‘ 2. Teathér selection of
students baged on ~ - o \ ,
ordered turns 53¢ 070057 % s 0136 Tons .0 L7600
Teacher selection of
students prior to \ ‘
o asking a question 09 0?2 0100 o ons .0025 ns - .2651
N ~ . . ﬂ
4, Tedﬁher selection of
\ nonvolunteers - 18 03 0024 ns 154 05 -.565]
5. Teacher selection of - :
volunteers b 03 .0023 ns 0065 ns - 3643 -
6. Student call futs in ' :
' response .to a - S
teacher question .06 02 0017 - ns - .0010 . ms +=,0584
. H f .. ‘. | !
7. ‘Response opportunities
, . that were reading . S - | ~
‘ questlons .68 06 084 ns 0006 . ns ¢ -.0703
'} 8. Response opportunities
. that: were nonreading - L |
., questions .30 .06 0088 ns L0009 4 ns .0825
L |
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’ Table 2-coﬁ;iﬁ;ed o ’ §
| Difference in Rzﬂ‘ Difference in R2
Behaviors: Mean™ 8D Tnteraction C 2 v Main Bffect  p Betg?
— . “ﬂ' ) ) ,I v‘ \
9, Response coportunities ’ , -
vith correct answers .72 06 0000 s s 0201 2. 2642
I, Response opportunities - " Z . o ’
with incorrect _ ! | AT
answers 21 05 0001 ‘ ns -~ 40102 ong, - 1750
~ 11, Response opportunities, ® S
with don't know ‘ - o -
answers 01 i) S075 s 0007 ms 0430
- .12, Respoase opportunities .
| With no resporise | L . | ‘ -
answers BNV, .03 0L nse J0l68 0k - 87
//”(‘ . 13, Correct answers with , 3 S
‘ no feedback .08 04 0007 s 0002 s -.0256
14, Correct answers with o o . | .
ewphasis feedback 36 .07 g g M0 s 009
oIS Correct answers with ‘ S | ‘ , -
. praise feedback’ 10 DS 008 g < .0005 ns o =,0413
16, Correct answers with
" new queslion . | o .
" feedback 19 .06 OUT s - .0009 ng -,0358
.‘ . & ' | ‘
[T, Intorrect answers with - . ‘ | ' ‘
criticion feedback .07 0103 s L0002 s - L0188
18. Incorrect answers with i ) ; .
terminating feedback 50 06 0002 s 0001 s -.0198
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Table 2;9ontinued

Differenée 1n R2

Difference in R2

0

23,

behaviors . | Nean' 0 Interaction  p  MainBffect Beta”
! ‘ % |
19, Total incoprect - :
ansvers Wilh sus= o | |
taining feedback 4§ 06 0004 s 0017 s =090
Incorrect answers
o with give answer ‘ » .
* feedback. 3 b 1070 ns 0097 ns -.2343
21, TIacorrect answers with | |
clue feedback it 12 0208 02 0208 s -.0388
|- ) ‘
22, .No responsé ansvers
with give answer
feedback 33 18 0096 ns .031} (oL =302
No response answers - _
with clue feedback .30 A5 0079 ns 0000 ns 0106
24, Total incorrect
answers with
improvement 34 12 0014 ns 0000 ns 0124
25, Total no response \\\V
angwers with \ | .
improvement | A3 1) .0092 ns 0037 g 1301




Table 2-continued

7z .

eans vere calculated for reading vroups within each class and then averaged across classes,

Standard dev1at10ns of read1ng group means were also combuted for each class and then these standard
deviations were averaged across classes,

IBeta refebs to the standard -partial regression coefficient‘for the teacher behavior. «This
coefficient indicates how many units he criterion increases for every ynit increase in the teacher
behavior, with the effect of all variab1g§~fh the equation held constant.. The sign on this coefficient
indicates the direction of the relatiqnﬁhﬁp}




